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Regarding: Journal Decision of JoVE manuscript JoVE62216
To whom it may concern, 
Thank you for your time and consideration in reviewing the Journal of Visual Experimentation article “Laboratory Scale Slow Cook-Off Testing of Rocket Propellants: The Combustion Rate Analysis of a Slowly Heated Propellant (CRASH-P) Test”.  The suggested edits have been received and we will address them one by one in the text below to highlight the changes we made to the manuscript.  Before that, I wanted to state that the suggestions are greatly appreciated and helped us improve the quality of the manuscript substantially.  We have highlighted all revisions in yellow in the revised manuscript.
Editor Comments:
1. We have proofread the manuscript again and are embarrassed that we misspelled one of our great aircraft carriers incorrectly.  This has now been fixed.
2. We are attaching the public release paperwork with this submission to show that we did clear this submission for public release.  This is an excellent question to ask, but we think showing the rocket community a laboratory safety test would be beneficial.  No details about any current weapon systems are given and the paper has been checked for security purposes by multiple people in our organization.
3. We included everyone’s email address in the revised manuscript, if the format is not desirable we can fix that as well.
4. We believe NPT was the only abbreviation that was undefined and this was fixed now.
5. We have rewritten the summary section to meet the journal’s specifications and to make it more concise.  We apologize for this, this is the first time any of us have written an article for an experimental methods journal.
6. 7-10 have been addressed in the revised text.  This is one area that we were purposely a little vague on for security reasons.  I cannot give too many details about the rocket formulations but saying that most cure at 60° C is fine.  Also, the o-ring size will vary on the size of the CRASH-P sample holder used but we also gave two examples.
7. Greater detail on the 16 time intervals were provided in the protocol section
8. We have included an experimental schematic as one of the figures.  It is the now Figure 4.
9. The typos on Figure 4 (now Figure 5) have been fixed.
10. We would like to keep Figures 1-3.  We understand they could be redundant, but not everyone may see the video and read the article.  For example, when articles are first published it can take several months for the videos to be posted.  These images should help the reader visualize the experiment better.
11. The essential steps of the protocol have been highlighted in light blue.  If this is confusing we can make this a separate document.
Reviewer 1 Comments
The paper has been proofread for readability, all errors we found were highlighted in yellow.  We have added some more specific on the CRASH-P sample holders but security guidelines prevent us from giving too many details.  Also, we understand there are many different rocket motor types out there and want users to have the flexibility to design their own sample containers.
1. The line 359 sentence was ackward and has now been reworded.
2. The tab “delaminated” typo has been fixed.
3. Figure 1 has been redone to reduce white space.
4. Line 297 was meant to have that first paragraph moved to the last section.  Both sections habe been edited to reduce redundancy, thank you for noticing this.
Reviewer 2 Comments
1. We have now explicitly stated in the abstract that the time to 90% pressure was the metric that was used to compare test results, it was not explicitly stated before.
2. We have now stated specific solvents which have been used to clean the chamber.  It is a good idea to be as specific as possible in an experimental methods paper.
Reviewer 3 Comments
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Thank you for the comments, we realized this and have supplied more information on the criteria for sample holder selection.
2. The reviewers comments are really helpful here.  We have now edited the section to mention what pressure sensor we use consistently.  We have also introduced text on the inherent sampling rates of the equipment used.  We have also mentioned why we switched from ICP sensors to charge amp sensors.  The main reasons as the reviewer thought were related to the temperature limitations of ICP sensors.  We originally offset them from the chamber, but they still experienced some heating damage for higher temperature samples.  Switching to charge amp sensors with an ICP convertor downstream fixed these issues.

Sincerely
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Jonathan T. Essel
jonathan.essel@navy.mil 
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